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Effects of different levels of soil compaction on yield, yield components and
sucrose in sugarcane cv. CP 48-103, in Khuzestan
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Fig. 1. The effect of different levels of soil compaction on cane yield.
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. 2. The height of stem as affected by different levels of soil compaction during growth period.
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Fig. 4. The total yield dry weight as affected by different levels of soil compaction during growth period.

PS1
12.00+ E
10.00
8.00]
L, 6.00|
4 E
‘?i, = 4,001
Q
>
- 3 2.00
3 5
v o3
N 0.00 : : ,
co c1 c2 c3
Sl S5 ks

Soil compaction treatments.
.;,qug,ﬁww,,_efursn;g,u:sucjjw;l-o,ur;
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Fig. 7. Crop growth rate (CGR) as affected by different levels of soil compaction during growth period.
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Fig. 8. Net assimillation rate (NAR) as affected by different levels of soil compaction during growth period.
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Fig. 9. Relative growth rate (RGR) as affected by different levels of soil compaction during growth period.
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Effects of different levels of soil compaction on yield, yield components and
sucrose in sugarcane cv. CP 48-103, in Khuzestan, Iran*

Sh. Lorzadeh', H. Nadian®, A. Bakhshandeh®, G. Nour-Mohamadi* and
F. Darvish®

ABSTRACT

In order to investigate the effects of different levels of soil compaction on yield, yeild components, and
sucrose in sugarcane, cv. CP 48-103 an experiment was conducted during 2000-2001 in Khuzestan, Iran. The
experimental design was a randomized complete block with 3 replications. The soil was compacted to different
levels by a tractor. Penetrometer resistances of the soil were measured as 650, 1250, 2350 and 3250 kpa.The
results of this study showed that compacting the soil to a penetrometer resistance of 650 kpa had no significant
effect on cane yield. However, the yield of cane decreased as compaction of the soil was increased to a
penetrometer resistance of 3250 kpa. A similar trend to that of cane yield was observed for plant height, number
of tillers and total dry matter yield as soil compaction increased. Soil compaction to the rate of PR of 3250 kpa
had no significant effect on purity and sucrose percentage, consequently, on sucrose yield. However, there was a
decreasing trend in these qualitative characteristics. The results of this study also indicated physiological growth
indices such as LAI, CGR, NAR and RGR decreased as the soil compaction increased was compacted from a
penetrometer resistance of 650 kpa to 3250 kpa.

Key words: Soil compaction, Penetrometer resistance, Growth indices, Leaf area index
(LAI), Sugar cane.

1- Scientific member I.A. Univ., Shushtar, Iran.
2 and 3, Assist. Prof. and Associ. Prof. Shahid Chamran University, Ahvaz, Iran.
4 and 5, Profs., Dept. of Agronomy, Science & Research Unit, I. A. Univ., Tehran, Iran.


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.1.4.5
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-416-fa.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

